purposes, means to Asia. The events preceding this startling development so exceed the limits of what one could reasonably predict for the time and place in question that they beg for some explanation.
The story began in 1992, when a project was drawn up for a new cultural center in Krasnoiarsk-or perhaps even five years earlier, when a brand new Lenin Museum was built in the area.
On the Old Set
The question of what to do with the Lenin Museum arose virtually the moment it opened in 1987. Even then it was already clear that this institution, built on the initiative of the Soviet Union's Communist Party,' could hardly survive in its original form. Over the course of a few years, various concepts for the modernization of the Lenin memorial competed for adoption. Some suggested transforming the edifice into a museum of political history; others, into a Siberian nature museum; still others favored an enthnographic museum. While the debate flourished without reaching any solution, the employees of the Lenin Museum continued to explain the task of the World Revolution to Krasoiarsk school children. With 1 the disappearance of the Communist Party in 1991, however, the Museum came under the jurisdiction of local authorities, and a decision became imperative. 2 The new concept for the Museum Center, as the former Lenin Museum in Krasnoiarsk came to be called, was developed in 1992. The idea was so simple as to be revolutionary: to open a museum for cultural groups with initiative that were ready to showcase their values within the museum's exhibition space. The idea presupposed a high concentration of activity as the starting point from which the values of the new, Postsoviet Russian culture would take shape, like crystals from a saturated solution. The Center should become "an experimental exhibition ground where long-and short-term projects develop in free competition, where expositions combine with lively activity, tradition with creativity and innovation, heritage with contemporary culture" (Kontseptsiia).
Though today such a utopian vision. may be dismissed as romantic nonsense, precisely such a model was adopted and began to operate. The most ingenious groups, which grew like mushrooms during that period, appeared at the Center: national communes, followers of Nikolai Roerich,3 all imaginable religious sects, the society "Memorial," an "author's song" club,' a group of Tolkien enthusiasts, rock-climbers, unrecognized musicians, artists, etc. And on Sundays, local metal workers organized their own informal gatherings by the walls of the building. Center employees oversaw all these trends and ensured that the zeal, originality, and value of these ventures reached a public. The picture presented by the CulturalHistorical Center in its first years of existence could serve as a metaphor for all of "restructured" culture, which bloomed against the background of the ideological scenery of the previous system.
The earlier Lenin Museum did not showcase any serious collections. But, in contrast to other Siberian museums, it had an excellently equipped building, advantageously situated in the city, with a developed infrastructure and enormous open exhibition grounds. The Center learned to use this resource effectively. In addition to collaborating with lively local movements, it adopted a comprehensive program for "importing" traveling exhibits from other museums and from abroad, as well as an ambitious program of expositions created on the basis of collections housed elsewhere and focused on two themes: "East-West" and "Siberian Roads."
However, the Center's building was not only its primary wealth, but also a stumbling block for the realization of these plans. Architecture and a Love of Geography A group of young Krasnoiarsk architects stood out among the festival's participants. In the beginning, they helped assemble the Sphinx, then joined the discussions and other events of festival. It was precisely during the festival that a plan was conceived for the installation of an exhibit dedicated to the twenty-year anniversary of the Architectural Department (of Krasnoiarsk University), on the Center's exhibition grounds. The exhibit sprang up on the heels of the festival, using the same exhibition space and sharing many aspects of the "New Territories" exposition. It was the professional answer of the Kransoiarsk architects Sergei Kovalevskii, Viktor Sachivko, and Vadim Mar' iasov to their Moscow colleagues, a witty dialogue achieved through purely plastic means.
In full accordance with the Center's concept, the exhibit demonstrated to a broad public the values of concrete professional interaction and cooperation. The basic mass of materials consisted of models, conceptual objects, and architectural graphics. Since the architects assumed the roles of exhibitioners, they erected a structure from these "bricks" or building blocks that rivaled the exhibits in complexity. The Center's very building was simultaneously both a venue for activity and an active, lively exhibit.
One of the results of the exhibit became the Center's concept of artistic development. It occupied a place among the exhibits of the "Architectural Twenty," paradoxically accommodating within itself both the plastic design of the exhibit and many other plans related to the future. And since the architects did not leave the grounds once they had completed the exposition, these plans quickly began to be realized.
The opening ceremonies of the architectural exhibit were still under way when its creators became involved in preparations for a new one. The exposition "Life on the Yenisei" was mounted very close to the previous one; moreover, a few of the elements from the latter proved useful for the new theme. Along the trajectory followed by visitors to both exhibits was laid out the conceptual project "Yenisei House," created by student architects, and an enormous, dynamic composition, "The Ark," which hid the sculpture "Lenin with Comrades-in-Arms." This rhymed with the finale of the exhibit, where busts of Marx and Engels, also left as a legacy from the Lenin Museum, were "hidden" in a marquee of polar explorers.
The exhibit "Life on the Yenisei" was created within the framework of the program "Siberian Roads," intended as an interpretion of a region "that moved via the four elements-along ancient highways and waterways, by air and railroad" (Kontseptsiia 46). This was an exposition that tentatively reproduced a journey along the great Siberian river from its source to its mouth. The exhibits took the form of an extensive panorama, where Lamaist temples adjoined Old Believer settlements, Scythian antiquity adjoined the remains of Stalin's camps, and hydroelectric power stations and atomic-powered vessels sat alongside the Northern fishermen's hollowed-out boats and rigging.
Step by step, before visitor's eyes unfolded a picture of life on the Yenisei, historically the artery connecting the North and the South, the border dividing the West and the East, and the meeting place of diverse, dissimilar cultures.
The theme of landscape, which surfaced for the first time at this exhibition, subsequently became a leitmotif in the designers' work. Returning to it again and again, they searched for a means of expositionally "packaging" the relevant macro-objects. They worked with images of the boundary, the border, and the geographic 5 map. Afterwards they also used more than once the device of "linked" exhibits, weaving their spider web as they assimilated the enormous and complex building of the The Biennial gave rise to many other openings. Among these was the exhibit-happening titled "In Rooms" by Ekaterina Kandyba from Vladivostok, where children's undershirts, rocks from the shore of the Pacific Ocean, and a collection of Russian proverbs were united in an intricate scenario; the exposition "Mysterious Guests"-a thoroughly ironic, yet quintessentially museum-quality exposition (although including not a single museum exhibit) mounted by the proprietors of the exhibition grounds; and the installation "Skin of the Earth," presented by the Frenchman Olivier David.
Each of these expositions followed a completely unique course at odds with museum stereotypes. Anyone entertaining conventional notions about creativity simply didn't attend the Biennial. For that reason the pioneer spirit, true to Siberian traditions, predominated from the outset. Above all, innovative aspirations-whether in the area of enthnography, history, or the fine arts-found concrete forms in original museum-artistic expression. Speaking for the jury, Hayward Andrew Dempsey, the director of a London gallery, noted, "The participation of the artists to a large extent determined the success of the Biennial. Probably, museums of all types should strive for collaboration with artists, and generally, with people in creative professions. They provide a living connection with the present, they inject innovation and fantasy into our world" (Pervaia 27).
The Leap
Enormous distances hamper the even circulation of cultural flow between Russia's geographic center (Krasnoiarsk) and its outlying areas (Moscow, St. Petersburg, Vladivostok). The only solution to this problem is the orchestration of temporally and spatially concentrated, large-scale cultural activities. Awareness of that fact prompted the organizers' decision that the Biennial take place in odd-numbered years, leaving the even-numbered ones for events scheduled by the Museum Center on the Point. And in October 1996, an international seminar took place, with the participation of representatives from Sweden, Portugal, and Norway.
One of the seminar's goals was the creation of a museum association. Over the last few years Russia had witnessed many attempts to establish an association of museums (or museum employees), all of which had ended in a fiasco. The Biennial breathed new life into this idea by forging connections that proved informal yet solid. The "Open Museum" Association created in Krasnoiarsk united participants, experts, friends, and fans of the Biennial, and was the first such project to succeed. Its quarterly Bulletin became the most lively museum publication in Russia.' By the time the seminar convened, the Museum Center's expositions, true to form, had changed beyond recognition. The exhibit "The Clean House" was assembled from the "fragments" of the Two years is the optimal period needed to feel change, not only in the sphere of art, but also in our relationship to the past. Society changes, as does one's view of historical values. This process is inherently so fascinating that for this Biennial, which offered the opportunity to observe both concrete and conceptual changes, people managed to overcome severe financial difficulties so as to bring their exhibits from the most remote corners of Russia. The 1997 Biennial once again presented museums from the Volga to the Far East, plus expositions from Germany and Poland, and a few exhibits from several Moscow galleries that did not enter any competition.
The Surgut Art Museum's exhibit, "Odin's Steel?," took first prize.' Its creators accurately grasped the Biennial's "rules of the game": laconism and a clean solution of an artistic problem, which virtually guarantee success. "Odin's Steel?" was the sole exhibit, consisting of a bearded figure encircled by two birds made from steel found by archeologists in the vicinity of Surgut, and embodied the intersection of two hypotheses-about the origin and the subject of the piece. Who is the steel hero-Alexander the Great" or the Scandinavian god Odin?' Leaving this question open, the exhibit showed yet again that to pose problems in the museum is no less important than to provide a single answer or solution. The jury noted the competently assembled advertising, souvenir, and presentation program, but only the exhibit poster and booklet were awarded first prize for "advertising" in the publishing competition. The most unusual element accompanying the exposition, however, was a folder containing the curator's correspondence with archeologists and designers from Moscow, Stolkholm, and New York. The negotiations behind the scenes in preparation for the project (its "kitchen," one might say), when put on display, made for absolutely fascinating reading.
If ethnographic themes predominated at the First Biennial, the one can only speculate, in the last two years exhibitioners' interest in remote, estranged objects has sharply increased. Perhaps that fascination symptomatizes the end of the century, or, possibly, recondite objects challenge the professional pride of those working on projects: when operating with temporally and spatially distanced phenomena, it is more difficult, after all, to identify their significance, to make them accessible and meaningful to today's audience. Whatever the case, both classical and non-classical archeological expositions were widely represented at the Second Biennial. The exhibit of the Novokuznetsk curator Marina Avdeeva, "One Hundred Views of the KMK Factory," attempted to aesthetically interpret the fate of a city that had become an appendage to the metallurgical industrial complex, while Krasnoiarsk artist Viktor Sachivko's "The Heart's Protective Suit" was a visual realization of the "unconscious" city landscape. Both expositions-experiments of sorts in "industrial" or "urban" archeology-received second prize and special awards for their urban theme. The installation "Sands" from Vladivostok '9 may best be defined as "archeology of the soul," and not only because visitors could make their own independent excavations in a child's sandbox. As closer scrutiny revealed, the buoyant little scene constructed by the artist was, in fact, a monument to the memory of childhood friends who had perished, a symbol of time "trickling away like sand."
These three exhibitions were essentially individual ("author's") installations. Each of them, however, unquestionably contained a subtext specific to the museum. They all participated in the overarching mission of the Biennial: to reveal not only a new content for museums, but also a new, modern language of interaction with the public.
Several expositions that actually consisted of ruminations on the language of museums appeared for the first time at the Biennial.
"The House that Jack Built"-an elegant joke by designers from the studio "Artifactum," who created an exhibit illustrating the famous English rhyme-showed how absurd and polysemous such a concrete interpretation can be. A similar meta-commentary characterized the "Simbolarium" of the Krasnoiarsk architect Sergei
Kovalevskii. This exposition about expositions consisted of an exhibit that "recollected" the Museum Center's projects over the past five years, rising "above" the Lenin Museum expositions. They looked with fascination at the sphinx that promised to pose many more riddles in the future.
Joan Miro in Siberia
The Biennial plays a timely if small part in the museum's ongoing development. It affords a forum for new currents in museum stylistics and methodology, and allows new leaders to enter the fray and acquire a reputation. Participation in the competition enables each museum to look at itself objectively, to assess its strong and weak points, to reflect yet again on its mission and presiding concept, to sum up, and to identify future undertakings. The people who emerge as winners at the Biennial are those who perceive current needs more clearly and respond to them most persuasively.
Competitions make museums competitive. They foster healthy pride and aggressive propensities in museum personnel; they help them to stay in good fighting form, which is necessary not only during competitions, but also in everyday work. Given the socioeconomic and cultural conditions in Russia today, in order to survive (let alone to develop), museums must be able to act energetically.
Paradoxical as it seems, competitions, which are predicated on the idea of rivalry, help museums to unite. Success breeds success, and the principle of using any victory for the good of the museum makes good sense. Today that precept is becoming an integral element of museum management, just as competitions are becoming an essential part of the infrastructure of the new, free, and uncensored Russian museum business.
Museums' desire to participate in competitions reveals their kinship with show business. The successful museum is not only a collection, but also a gripping spectacle. And, as in any creative sphere, museums have their astral flights and falls, their "hits" and "stars." The names of the Biennial winners-the museums in Var'egan, Salekhard, Surgut-will be preserved forever in museum history as the names of pioneers. 
